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Subiect  Copy of l e t t e r  to Chairmar Martin 

Dear Commissioner Copps, Commissioner Adelstein, Commissloner Tate ,  and Commissioner 
McLowel - 

Flcdse find dttached d copy of an NGA letter to Chairman Martln on the Exclusive Service 
Cor>tracts for Provision of Video Services in Multiple Dwelling Units and Other Real Estate 
D e v e  1 opmen t s 

Shuald :rou have any q u e s t i o n s ,  please r o n t a c t  David Parkhurst at dparkhurst@nga.org 

No. at Co ies rw'd 0 _ _ _  
List ARC 8 E 



Octobcr 24. 2007 

Tile nation‘s go1 ernors urge the Federal Cornmimications Coniniission (‘‘FCC”) to delay final action in the 
abo\ e-i aptioricd matter because of the tack o f  substanti1 e statistical data on the record regarding the actual 
iiw, impact from. a i d  duration of exctusivc mulriplc.-dwclling unit (“MDU”) contracts. The real cost to state 
nutbilrir! c)\ ci cor i t inct~ and icitl property lioin rcdcral precmption 1s greater than any perceived benefit from 
> \ A  :tt : ~ ~ ~ k ~ l ’  

,Is repoflcil, the FC‘C’s proposed rcilcs ivouid for bid cell& kinds of agreements between cabk 
ope:r;iors: and similar niultichaimzl V I ~ W  prograinming distributors and MDU owners. The FCC 
rt.portcdl\ finds autliori:] I;) take these actions in Scction 628 of the Communications Act 
C ingress, ho\ ro \e r .  iecognlzeci :h;tt states are fiiIly capabtc of deciding how to govern these 
rc.la:~orishi?s In 1084. Cnngms considered, atid rejected, a provision that would have explicitly 
prohibited r s c ’ r u s i ~ ~  agreements, suggesting that Congress wanted these issues left to state law and 
the :nurki.lplace. Some 20 status haw already passed laws that prohibit one form of exclusivity or 
m d w r  Othcrs h a w  considered m d  rc-jccted such an approach. Notabiy, no state that passed a 
prohibition on C X C I L I S ~ \ ~  agrccincnts ieachud back to abrogate existing contracts. 

< ~ \ > i ~ r i ~ r h  urge a delay I I I  final action i n  this matter, arid we remain committed 10 working with federal 
p v l i i )  iiiCthois and  rhc corntnunicaticms industr) in support of continued development and growth of a 
sornpeli1r\ c cc~mmunrcaiioirs iiiduh,tr) for the benefit o f  consumers and the national economy. 

Go~ernor  M. Michael Rounds 
Vice Chair 
Econoinic Devehpinent and Commerce Committee t lopmwt m d  Cnrniiier~c Coniiii ittec 


